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During the last five years, the Instructional DeV?lop‘fnent PrOgi'an1 (IDP) w
Illinois State University provided direct financial support to more than 400 of the

*  _faculty to improve the instructional program of the institution at all levels-~under-

graduate and graduate, Since 1972, over one-miliion dollars of the University's
budget provided by the State of Illinois were devoted to this purpose for more than 250
projects, thus making the Program one of the 1arge4st_;’in the nation. Funds were

‘allocated to the faculty on an approved project basis during the regular academic yeasn
~ between August and July, and during a summer periad from the middle of May to the

end of June. The academic year funds‘,pro'vided support for all of the Uni"versity—'sc_
normal expenditure categories other than faculty or staff salaries and equipment; the

summer monies provided a maximum of one-month salary only for-each faculty ’
participant. ’ » : '

7

. While many of the faculty at Ilinois State received financial support in thei¥
efforts to improve insti*uction_; many others attemptea to improve their teaching
without such assistance. The high quality of instruction at Illinois State has been one

- of the institution's hallmarks throughout its 119 year history and is a responsibility

vy
'

taken seriously by the majority of the faculty.. i

The direct beneficiaries. of faculty attempts toﬁ"impro’@e instruction have been
the studeuts.. It is not clear, however; whether or nqﬁ some benefit or reward had -
accrued also to those faculty responsible for the éhanggs. This is a report o a’study
conducted to examine this possibility. The results reported Lerein were obtained by
three methods: (1) a questionnaire designed to obtain the faculty perceptions of re-
wards, (2) an historical analysis of the salary, promotion, or tenure ratings received
annually by the faculty, and (3) interviews with department chairpersons about the
procedures for salary, .promotion, Or tenure decisions at the departmental level.

' | 3 .

From 1970 through 1976, the judgments"aboﬁt\ the \iormal rewards of the
University, thatis, salary, promotion, and tenure dec_isibns, were made annually
by the faculty under an“Appointment,‘Promotion, and Tenure (APT) process. This
process provided for a committee system at the departmental, collegiate, and
University levels and stipuiated conditions necessary for appointment or termination
of appointment; changes in salaries; promqﬁ'bn, and tenure, and defined the rolcs,
functions, and structures of the various committees. The purpose of the APT process
was to provide general guidelines for 'fair, -equitahle, and consistent decisions within
a democratic system that involved the faculty in the evaluation of profes<ional c.m~-
petence to obtain, retain, apd reward highly qualified staff members. PR

&

*Presented at the annual meeting of the American Educational Research Association,
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'Nebw York, N. Y., April, 1977.
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It was assumed the instructional developinent activities of the faculty, whether
X or not they were supported by funds from the Instructional Development Program,would
_afféct the formal reward decisions regarding salary increments, promotion, or tenure.
This assumption was supported by a '"groundrule'" of the University-level APT com-
. mittee which requested that, '"All instructional development programs shall ke mcluded
as part of the evidence to be evaluated under teaching performance. - The weight given
" to such activity is to be determined by each departmental APT committee." )

It was also assumed that 1nstruct10na1 development act1v1t1es could be a source
of intrinsic or informal rewards independent of the formal rewards which mlght accrue -

from such activities. Intrinsically motivated activities, according to Deci (1975) are
' "behaviors which a person engages in to feel competent and self-determining.. There
are two general types of intrinsically motivated behaviors: (1) seeking out situations
which p1%v1de the person with a ‘challenge; and (2) conquering challenges.'' The
rewards for mtnns1ca11y motivated instructional development activities, therefore,
"are the successful identificatior and: solut1on of c'halleng1ng situations. In a somewhat
less esoteric vein, Trow (1969) suggested "mnovatmns in'instruction in higher
education arise most often out of some felt sense of the madequac1es of existing
arrangements; and very often from sheer boredom with what ‘one has been doing.
(emphasis added) . We are always tinkering with our courses or with the curriculum ,
even when they are working reasonably well.' Whether or not "tinkering'' requires .
formal support to '"dispel, if only briefly, the fog of boredom that hovers over every-
. thing we do in the classroom," it is suggested that such activities undertaken by
faculty produced 51g'mﬁcant if momentary, intrinsic feelmgs of accomplishment.

Conceivably, instructional development act1v1t1es couid be undertaken initially
to seek out and conquer an instructional challenge or tinker, 2nd also be rewarded by
- salary, promotion, or tenure adjustments. Although this possibility may pose a
serious problem for theorists of motivation who are trying to discriminate between
the intrinsic and extrinsic causes of behavior, it was of little consequence to this
study in which the effects of behavior as. opposed to the causes were the central focus.
The ""theory" of this study as adumbrated in the preceding few paragraphs was limited
- to the expectations that the quality and quantity, if any; of the formal and informal
rewards accruing from instructional development activities were important data to be
collected and éxamined. Ideally, the results of this study also will ptovide suggestions
about the possible causes or mot1ves of the faculty who undertake pro;ects to 1mprove :
mstructlon. : ’

R

PROCEDURE
' Questmnnalre N

The Instructlonal Development and Faculty Rewards questlonnalre was sent

%o 964 teaching faculty. . In the questionnaire, instructional development was vieved

as all facuity efforts to improve instruction--those receiving formal support such as
that provided by the Instructional Development Program as well as those undertaken

_ mthout such support. Within ‘thls -context, faculty were asked to respond on a flve-pomt
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scale to the importance that IS and that SHOULD BE (SB) placed on instructional - -
development work in arriving at salary, promotion, and tenure decisions: 1 =No o
Importance, 2 = Low Importance; '3 = Medium Importance, 4 = High Importance, - e
5 = Extremely High Imaportance. For each respondent, Discrepancy (DISC) scores
were-ealculated for the salary, promotion, and teriure dimensions (DISC.= SB-IS).

" The DISC variable was intended to measure the extent to which a faculty member - y
perceived the formal reward system as failing to meet personal expectations--the '
larger the value the greater the dissonance or dissatisfaction. =~ )

Multiple regression analysis was used to determine if the variation in dis~--
sonance could be attributed to differences in rdnk, college, tenure, and funding status.’
Three dependent variables were Salary Discrepancy (SALDISC), Promotion Discrep-

.ancy (PROMDISC) and Tenure Discrepancy (TENDISC). - The independent variables
«  were a set of dummy variables defined as follows: RANK PROF =-1 if full professor,
0 otherwise; RANK ASSOC = ‘1.if associate professor, 0 otherwise; RA;’\IK"ASST =1if
assistant professor, lecturer, or instructor, D otherwise; COL AS-= 1ifin College
of Arts-and Sciences, 0 otherwis€; COL AST = 1 if in College of Applied Science and
Technology,. 0 otherwise; COL BUS = 1 if College of Business, 0 otherwise; COL ED =
1 if College of Education, 0 otherwise; COL FA = 1 if College of Fine Arts, 0 other-
~ wise; TENURE = 1 if tenured, 0 otherwise; and FUNDED = 1 if funded by IDP, 0 other-
- . wise. Due to the collinearity of the Rank veltors and also the College vectors, Pro-
fessor Rank (RANK PROF) and the College of Arts and Sciences (COL AS) were used .
as reference vectors, thus, specific regressions weights for these vectors will not ‘

. show up in the results. Simpfer regression models were achieved through a stepwise

procedure in whi:h a variable was added if the increase in R2 was significant with*

p £ .10. i

0

5 ®

Twelve potential informal rewards were identified which may have b‘éen
realized as a result of instructional de velopmerit work, for example, personal.
e satisfaction, ést'eem of one's colieague:s, and national recognition. For each, the
. faculty were asked twq questions: (1) ""How important is the particular reward to.
you personally ?'" and (2) "Db you feel you actually received the rewardras a result.
~—of your instructional development work?'" Responses to the first question were on
_'a five-point scale of importance: 1 = Very Low, 2 = Low, 3 = Medium, 4 = High,
and § = Very High. Responses to the second question were on a four=-point scale:
1 = Definitely Not, 2 - Generally Not, 3 = Generally Yes, 4 = Definitely Yes. The
two most positive rating categories in each scale were collapsed and tabulated for
each question. The twelve rewards were ranked on the basis of the tabulation
results for each question.and a Spearman rank order correlation coefficient was
calculated. , . A ) :

. . . [ .

 The last part of the quéstionnaire allowed the respondents to identify the type"

of instructional development detivities in which they had been involved and to express
‘any thoughts -about the Instructional ‘Development Program or its relationship to the

reward structure. ' :

o @
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APT Merit Ratm& - ' o ‘ .
Faculty ratmgs of "Unusual" or "Cons1derab1e" merit were considered highly

favorable by. the various APT cominittees, thus, these two categories were combined
for purposes of analysis and reporting. The data, obtained from official University
records for the 616 faculty members under the APT system, were tabulated by rank

~ and collége for teaching, scholarship, and service for the 1975-76 academic year.
To show the general trend in ratings for the:University as a whole, summary, results
were presented for the three areas of faculty evaluat10n begmmng w1th the 1972-73 -
academic year.

e

s

Interv1ews with Department Cha.lrpersons
' The chairpersons of each academic department (twenty-elght) in the Umverslty'

- were interviewed for periods ranging from thirty minutes to more than an hour to '

determine: (a) the structure of the APT committees and.the actual process of review-

ing the data submitted, (b) what effect, if any, evidence of insfructional developmert

activities had on salary, promot1on, and tenure decisions within the department, and

(c) what was the perceived quality of instruction fn the department. . “Following each

interview, notes were recorded and transcribed, then summarized to provide anonym-

ity to thé" md1v1dua1 respondents and prov1de a synt’hes1s of o°bservat10ns

- RESULTS . N
' Questionnaire | R PR
There were 390 "signed" questlonna.tres returned of wh1ch ‘260 or 37 percent
of the total distributed were usable. Due to the relatively low rate of'return, generaliza-
~ tion. beyond the group of r espondents to the entire teacmng faculty should’ be conS1dered
. tentat1ve :

L [ ° . : “

A com; par1son of the' respoudents providing usab1e returns by college, rank, and
fundmg status is presented in Table 1, p. 15. In general, there is a relatively high
correspondence betweertthe respondent and the population characteristics; however, -

- the representatlon in the respondent group of professors,and lecturers, instructors, Y
- and faculty assistants departed from the representation in the population by a comparable
- . percentage. Slightly more than one—thlrd of the respondents were funded at least once
< - through IDP. . . : )
. . Faculty percepnons of the importance that IS and that SHOULD BE placed on
T ins structional development by the formal reward system is presented in Table 2,3 p- 16.
. The maJonty approximately 85 percent, of the faculty-felt that no more than medium
importanceIS given to instructional development in arriving at salary, ‘promotion, and
tenure decisions. - On the other hand, a similar percentage indicated that at least
. médium importance SHOULD BE attached’ to such efforts. Also, on both the IS and
- SHOULD BE dimensions, the mean importance ratings for the promotion and tenure "
. related decisions were s1gnf10ant1y lower than the salary inean rating (T-test for
.o " dependent measures, p <. 001)

. , : e
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The regression weights, multiple R's, ‘and F—yalués for the analysis of dis- .
crepancy scores are reported in Table 3, p. 17.  For each of the three dependéxft
variables--sal~, promotion, and tenure discrepancies (SAIDISC, PROMDISC,
and TENDISC)--the multiple R's for the full model wére statistieally significant .
(p < .01), which indicated the variation in discrepancy scores was related tothe..
rank, college, tenure and IDP varjables. In particular, associafe professors and

" assistant professors had significantly higher mean discrepancies than professors _ -
- on each of the three dependent variables. The College of Fine Arts (COL FA) was the. ‘.

‘only college to differ significantly from the College of Arts and Sciences and, then, '
only on two of the' dependent variables=-SALDISC. and PROMDISC. Faculty who were
funded through IDP had higher mean discrepancies than faculty mot fanded on all three
dependent variables. o : o '

_ The'stepwise procedure yielded reduced models for SALDISC and PROMDISC
which contained the same. four independent varidbles: RANK ASSOC, RANK ASST,
COL FA and IDP, For TENDISC, the outcome was e'sseﬁtially the samé.ex‘cept that
the variable COL FA did not strictly meet the criterion for entry; however, when
viewing the total sfepwise sequence for each of the three dependent variables, it
appeared more compelling to include the COL FA variable in tffe latter model than
to exclude it.c . : ' ‘ '

With respect to the twelve types of potential rewards outside the formal =
structure, the rank order correlation between the personal importance and actual
‘ r‘e,a{‘!_‘zé.tion-of these rewards was . 84. '"Personal satisfaction from a job well done"
and. "Increased effectiveness as a teacher" headed the list in both instances. More
detailed resuits are reported-in Table 4, p. 18. - :

Open-Ended Question Summary ’ o . :
Three hundred and six or 85 percent of the usable questionnaires returngd con-
- tained responses to one or both of the two questions designed to elicit .more infoﬁ;ﬁa_.- _
tion than the fixed items allowed: ‘These questions were: (1) Would you briefly identify
- the instructional improvement activities in which you have been involved? and. (2) If
there are any thOught§ jou wish to share regarding the Instructional Development
. Program and/or its relationship to the reward structiure, both formal and informal,’
please indicate them below. AR S ' B

Tﬁ'e first question was intended to obtain information about instructional
_ development activities of the faculty which had occurred but were not funded by the _
University as Instructional Development Projects. In effect, this question explicitly ", ..
ré’cognige.d the probability that some and perhaps most of the faculty had attempted
' to improve instruction even though they had not requested nor received financial =
support for their efforts. The second question was designed to provide an opportunity
for reactions to the IDP program or discuss the perceived relationship between instruc-
tional development and the University’s reward structure. Only the rgsponses to the
last half of the second question are presentéd in this report. )

. .
-
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The percéived relationship between the Instructional Devqlopment Program

: ! and the formal reward structure elicited a variety of comments. . Many of the respon- -

dents were unclear whether or not there was any contingency between IDP activities
and salary, promotion, or tenure rewards in the- -departments, and were less certain

. 'about the relat1onsh1ps at the college and Un1vers1ty levels. - .

' —=""The formal rewards which I have received as a result of my. instructional

development work are unclear to me. On one occasion, there is clear (-

evidence that my igstructional develop‘ent activities strongly mﬂuenced a
" decision regardmg a salary increase.- I do not believe, however, that the

receipt of IDP grants has bad any significant etfect on the ratmg ofmy - \ :
- teaching. I am not aware that instructional development work has been -

regarded as being of great 1mportance in quest1ons of promot10n and tenure j
in the departmen g L

v .

-="] do not have a grasp of how the reward structure works——1t changes from year to

year and month to month. I think there is a need for a clear indication of the ,

type of reward provided for instructional development work--it would help a

person decide whether he or she wanted ta. do such work."

By contrast, some either expressed strong but conﬂ.lctmg, c0nv1ct1ons that the
'IDP grants were considered seriously and positively ih the APT process or that there

had been no effect~ -only research and pubhcauon counted.

% . - :
--"Having been a member of a departmental APT commlt'tee for two years, I

. do know that these efforts were rewarded by recommendatmns for salary
"increases, promction, and tenure. :

—-"My acadenuc department and college give: l1ttle if any attention to IDP and -
certamly the reward system is not there. T regret this s1tuat101‘l "

'--"No matter what the official statements say, the true rewards in the depar®--
ment are ba‘sed on research gra'nts and the number of publications. "

Other comments reflected amb1va.lence about the preferred relat10nsh1p between
instruct10nal development and rewards. Some support was expressed for a much
stronger positive relationship between the IDP grant projects and the APT process at
__all levels of the University; although' thére was some skepticism that the level of avall- :
" able funds and the perceived tendency to grant-across-the-board raises effectively -

negated any potential. It was noted that in an institution which stresses the importance

of teaching, the improvement of instruction should be rewarded on a par with research
“and publication. By contrast; a sizeable number of comments reflected the posmon

that the improvement of instruction is & professional obligation of all faculty which the

' ;IDP grants facilitated; therefore, no additional formal rewards through the APT process“'ﬂ“
should be made contingent on the grants received, nor should IDP activities be weighted
o more heav11y than any other ev1dence. "The extra resources made ava11able or the

-] .
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. of three were rated comparably for SChOlarShlp. i

\
For APT purposes, "the opuuon was expressed that there should be a diﬁeren—
tiation between funded and nonfunded instructional deve10pment activities.. In the

. present system, some resp0nd\ents believed that recipients of IDF grants had an un- C

fair advantage over nonrecipients and that nonfullded irstructional development °
activities also deserved recognition. The opinion was also expressed that greater
weight: should be given to grants received from agencies, external to the Univers1ty

| _ than for those projects which were funded i.nternally. S s

ThJ.S d1ver51ty of Opmxon suggests the 1eve1 of conviction.about the perceived

';relationship between instructional development and the reward structure was- related.
. both to the evidence available to the respondent and the idiosyncratic actions of the

various departments. A handful of comments reflected this possibility and.appealed
for greater clarity and more explicit - information about the nature of the re1at10nsh1p
to lessen the a.mb1gu1ty a.nd help in the dec1s10n to pa.rt1cipate or\not in.the program.

APT Meriu Ratmgs "’ . e . S
' As had been stated before, "Cons1derab1e" or "Unusual" merit ratmgs were - . .
deemed very acceptable by the various APT committees. The results reported in

. Table 5, p. 19, showed that since the 1972-73 academic year, there had been a

steady-increase in the percentage of faculty who received these’ ratmgs in each of the:
reward categones--teachmg, scholdrship, and service. . For the 1975-76 academic
year, 90. 8 percent of- the faculty received considerable or unusual merit ratings in
teaching, 66.8 percent received such ratlngs in scholarshlp, and 9.4 percent re-

. ceivéd one of these top two ratings for service. In other words, virtually all faculty

were rated in one of the two highest ment categor1es for teachmg, but: only two out

.0

. When the merit ratings for teaching, scholarship, and service weré analyzed
by college and rank (see Table 6, p. 20), the pattern among.the colleges 'was for a
high percentage of faculty to receive considerable or upusual merit ratings for

. teaching and a relatively lower percentage of fac ty to receive such ratings for

scholarship regardless of rank. The exceptions, tp this were associate’ professors
in the College of Business and professors and associate profeszors in the College
" of Fine:Arts who fared almost as well in scholarship as they did in teaching. The
most striking result was the ‘magnitude of the difference in the merit ratings re-
ceived for teaching and scholarship by assistant professors regardless of college. -
1 .
. hnd J

Depa.rtment Chairperson Interwews

Only four of the twenty-eight chairp>rsons mtervxewed said that IDP actlvmes
were weighted heavily in the merit decisions for sa.lary The other chairpersons
indicated that IDP project. activities were either not given any importance beyond

'other evidence of attempts to improve mstructlon or had only very limited unpa.ct

kd

In two of the four departments in which IDP was cons1dered as very impor-
tant, the chairpersons actively’ encouraged the faculty to seek IDP grants. . Approxi-
mately one-thlrd of the faculty were sa.xd to be committed to instructional 1mprovement

o ° L
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- employ'ment prov1ded durmg the summer, “like a m1m-sabbat1ca1 %Jas said-to be a
. sufficient reward. Also, the opportunity to implement new ideas and approaches and
“the recogmtmn accorded throuoh the grant was sten as a reward in itself. : -
L —- 'I fully support IDP and feel that it ,hf‘ ald be a significant factor in the
-\ reward system at ISU." /.’ ,‘ \
. . H [ - - ]
/ --"There should be 11tt1e Or.no reward for mere partlclpatlon in the program, = - T
/. + other than for reduced teachuh\load d some nioney for-special equipment.
. If the experlence results in more éffdctive teaching, it will be rewarded; if not,
/ _ there should be no reward for the actfmty itself. It is an opport ity for pro-
“  fessional development for those who néed or want it, not a demonstratlon of
- . achievement." x

. ) . oy "L " )
--"Since most faculty have some kmd of ev1d'ence of merit in some area, the
APT process does not (and really can not). make too much distinction between
individuals. Then, given the extremely. low level of rewirds available for -

. merit in the last few years, the effecte of any one factor, such as instruc-
tional dev elopment on the FORMAL reward system are miniscule mdeed "

The relationship between the act1v1t1es supported by IDP funds and the i in-

* formal rewards of personal satisfaction, improved teaching, and greater student
benefits were cited without quéhﬁcathn as' positive outcorfies in some wf the faculty -
comments ‘whether or not such efforts were formally rewarded. The Instructional
Development- Proaram was descr1bed as tangible evidence that the Umverslty encour-
aged-and rewarded those faculty who were willing to try out new mstructlonal ideas.
“The program was seen as creating an’environment and providing a.vehicle for the

1mprovement of instruction without the risk of punishmeht for fa.tlure

~
L) - . . \

o h On thegpther hand some of the sr;oudents were not so s\angmne about the =

T relationship between innovation and risk, * It was noted that new or dlfferent instruc- .
tional approaches have not beenurecelvcd favorably by students and the instructor
was penalized in the department by low student ratings merely because the course
was unusual. ThlS danger was seen as d1rect1y related to the’ weight given by the
department to the student ratings in ‘the APT process. One comment described the
punishment for innovation in great detail and noted the substantial financial loss _

(310, 000) he. expected to incur as a result during the rema.mder of his teaching career

at Ilinois State. : .

y
s

: ——"InstrdctiOnal development is pursued at the teacher's risk." .

--"There, is a stigma that if an IDP does not work, one is saddled with a
failure. .The departments fail to recognize that not all IDP grants will result ' Lo e
- in positive learning accomplishments. Thus, one is hkelj not to try if the L
failure is likely to cost him or her in salary." ‘




.o " ) -

in the th1rd department and an IDP project was said to represent the s1ngle'\most v -
- important mdex of imstryctional develgpment If the project were successful, it in-

.. - creased the merit ratmgs significantly ¢ +In the fourth depar, ment, the chairperson |
s .+ "beat the faculty over the head" to submit grants for research and instruction. The
IDP grants received were double-counted as evidence of merit in teaching and . ’
scholarly product1v1ty Wlth the generai\em.phasm on teaching. * ' . T

The general tenor of the other twenty-four chalrperSOns! ‘oomments dbout the:
impact of IDP grants on the merit decisions was relatJvely passive. IDP grants were

~ said to be 0nly one form of evidence of intent to 1mprove instruction and were neither
encouraged nor rewarded dlsproportlonately It was acknowledged by some of the .-

" -chairpersons that some of the previous IDP prOJects may have been 1mportant to'the
department, nevertheless, no extraordinary value' was accorded the efforts in the APT"
process. The grants, whether in the summer or the regular year, wére sa1d tobe -

. : sufﬁc1ent reward ' :

The chairpersons were asked also to comment on the possible relationship
} " between.the IDP prOJect activities and promotion or’ ‘tenure decisions. The over-
whelmmg concensus of opmlon among the chalrperSOns ghroughout the University was:
promotiop and ténure are primarily contingent on scholarly productivity, that is, the
number of pubhcatmns. It was roted by many that an above average teaching record -
was required for prOmOthn or tenure; however, ne1ther were l1kely to be awarded on
the basis of excellent teaching only. Moreover, ne1ther 'formal nor informal efforis
. to improve instruction were counted. The most'notable exception to this generahza—
—4 tion occurred in the one department which considered IDP as an unusually important
" index of instructional 1mprovement‘ In this department, one.of the junior faculty was
) K - ré’c0mmended for promot10n primarily on the ev1dence of h1s teaching and his efforts
. v - to improve 1nstruct1on through the. IDP ‘program. . The recommendat1on was denied at
-the college level but was ultlmately accepted at the University level after much concern
"and effort by the dominee, colleagues, and the cha.lrperson - '

-

There was a mixture of opinion about the value of-a’ "pubhsh or perish'" type
policy at Illinois State. Clearly, some chairpersons felt the policy was unnecessarily
' restrictive at this institution; however, it was equally clear that some- beheved it was
. appropr1a.te and needed o . \ *

o

T r\ In general, the chan'pers0ns mdlcated that the quality of teach1ng in their

_ i departments was above average to except1onal In/some departments,. succéssful . .
S . c0mpllat10n of certification exammatmns, employment statistics, employer feedback,

| and national ranklngs wexe cited as evidence. In only two departments d1d the chair~

. } perso S e*cpress any concern about the quahty of 1nstruct10n.

¥
1te the groundrule that IDP prOJeCtS should be c0ns1dered as evidence of teach1ng :
[ three departments counted IDP as SCholarly product1v1ty and one as service ohly.

[N
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i - In brl.ef tife data obtamed, in this 1nvest1g'at1on, clearly 1nd1cated the effect of -
faculty efforts to 1mprotr]e instruction on the fonmai‘ reward structure at 1111n01s State ,
Umvers;ty is generally onexistenty nnmmplly pos1‘:we at best and even p tive,in .

some msta.nces. Whether or not these e?fbrts havr been supported By, _ S frori the = ,..- ¥,
Instructional De vel‘Opment Program, the resu]t is the same.” For some faculty, theré ~ - ,
" was no desire to chahge the -S1tuat16n, however, the majority of the respondents to the o 4
. quest1onna.1re indicated they preferred more, mpoﬂance should be attached to mstruc- ‘o . .

' greatest Jleyel of dissatisfaction expres sed by the IDP recipients! ass;gtant :s.nd° associ=
ate profes sors and the faculty in the College of Fine Arts.. Thus, itsdppears that desp1te ,
a major institytional comnmitment to, and w1de-sca1e faculty part1c1pat1on in mstructmnal et
improvement projects of various kinds, there is virtually no reward for such efforts-- e

_.a form of "institutional- schlzophrema"—-contrary to generally accepted principles of

- m1t1at1ng dand sustaining institutional programs of instructional development. -

-

.

“w

- Gaff (197 9), for example, identified twelve propositions about faculty develop-
ment which he said were "distilled from the writings of leading spokesper sons."

L)

. Among the se propositions was the statement denot1ngr the relat1onsh1p between the R
reward strudture and faculty ghange - _ - - e a

. . q

»
3

L.

"Faculty members will change' when:. (a) they have knowledge about = - 22
alternative ways of behaving. . ., (b) they have the belief that change is
desirable, (c) they believe they caif change in the desired ways,- (d) they -

"“receive nonthreatening feedback about their own behavior, and (e) they dre
praised, recognized, and rewarded for effectiveness and improvement. o)
For faculty, this means. the reward strutture must recognize their develop-

; ment efforts,‘ or they will n¢t long strive for improvement. ' (emphasis added)- . 17) -

’ l.

-
Although th1s proposition was addressed primari ly to faculty development programs,
. i.e., changes in the faculty as persons, the data from this study suggest the proposition-

applies equally to instructional development activities, i.e., faculty efforts to Jmprove
the content matenals, and processes of mstruct1on. -

V"nle the projects funded under the Instruct1ona1 Development Progra.m ad- o
_mittedly do not represent the: totality of efforts to improve instruction at'Illinois State,
these projects-do represent.a convenient index of the level .of commitment of the
faculty to improve mst'fuctmn ‘dver a sustained per1od of {ime. Unlike the nonfunded
efforts, each approved reg'ular academic year IDP prOJect required; without released
or reassigned timey an explicit identification of an 'instructional problem, and a »
commitment to complete the stated objectives, ,expend the allocated funds effectively
and efﬁc1ently, and provxde a report of-the accomphshnlents at the end of the prOJect.

. (The ﬂnmmer ‘projects had similar requirements although assigned time was pro-
vided.) In other. words, the IDP projects represented a ''public" obhgatmn of the-.
faculty participants to improve mstruct1on\ons1.stent foth the institutional commitment.- :

i

TR
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. Perhap the IDP. act1v1t1es were underta.l\en more by those persons  were
m’rrms1cally motivated to s;ek out and conquer ahallenges, whereas the' maJor1ty of #
-the Iaculty were content to "tinker. On the other hand,. it"s of some, mterest although -
not bongluswe, td note that consistent with Gaff's propos1t1on the level of: interest in
- the regular academic year IDP gra.nts declined each year in the absence of an effectivz
\\ ) reward system mthln the 1nst1tut1on, thus suggegtitg the motlvatlon to ithprove instruc-
. tion may have Been more extrinsic intrinsic, Despite the official rhetorlc, and
generous financial ass1sta.nce of the University, the lack of tangible rewards and the .
.+ realor percé1ved negatwe effects of failure apparently served to curtail the lgvel of "
Pz part1c1pat1bn in the regular academic year Instructional Development Progzam. _
) Specifically, the number of facylfy who submitted proposals for support durmg the L
L4 regular academ1c year declmed from a h1gh of elghty- six.in 1972 to forty-four in™ '
L 1975—76-—a Teduction of almost 50 percent. * By cgntrast, the nGmber of applicants . .
- - for the summer IDP grants which prov1ded a onc- L. .onth supplementaty salary supple-.
. _ mentqremalned v1rtually ‘constant since the 1mt1at1on of the program in 1973-74,
) ) 'H( use (...974) in ‘his mscussmn of mnovatmns in pubhc schools used the phrase\
o i "ec0nqmy ct. scarc,tty" to account fqr the1r 1ntroduct1on and acceptance. He observed

4 8 : o
R \- "People are often shockgd that teathers should requlre tang'lble incentives
o " totry'anew innova’clon . « "The, personal costs of t-rymg new innovations are

) oftemhlgh however, and séldom is there any indicatjon that mnovatmn/are P

- worth#he investment. Innovations are acts.of faith. They require that they -

I will ul‘t.lmately bear fruit and be worth the personal investment, often without

\. - = thehope of immediate return. Costs are alge high. The amount of energy
y " . -and time required to learn the rew skills or roles associated with the néw-in-
— novationis a useful mdex to the magmtud‘e' of resistance. The necessity of

.relearmng acts as a deterrent. New skills make old skills obsolete, and
. there comes a time when it is no longer.worth the\effort -of ];earnmc new skills
Ny to ~master the mnovatlon " (p 73) ' : T

Y . P . ) . D .-
. L}

— In an. "economy of scarcity," that is when salary increments were mu
or as 1in the case at Illinois State where there was an increased tendency to grant
' across-the-board raises,’ then the ecosts of mnovatmn quickly excgeded the rewards
' thus reducing the mclmat1on of faculty to initiate innovations in- their classrooms un- -
e less other benefits were made available, e.g., released time, p.romot1on, tenure, - ‘¢
’ better students, better teachmg schedule, ‘or career adVancement

-y ‘

*The number of apphcants for the regular year m\P grants in 1976-7 7 was twenty-one
- or a reduction of 76 percent since 1972} however,.a new mini-grant program was «added
this year which proved to be. extremely attractive and may have-reduced substant1ally

- the number of apphcants to the other program. - This new program’ allowed,up to §200

to improve mstruct1on under an abbrev1ated apphcatlon procedu:ce a.nd d1d not requ1re
a ﬁnal report ~ " ) :




try new things. "TLe model says that an individual will try new th1n°'s if the probability

-of success of the new thing (Pn) minus the probability of success of the current strategy

(Ps) is greater than the ratio of costs (C) to rewards (R): Pn-Ps > C/R. ' "Applying
‘the dafa from this study, the tangible rewards contingent on the regular academit. year.
projer-ts were ‘close to z6ro; therefore, - the cost-reward ratio was so- great that the -
‘probability Of success (Pn) had to be unrealistically high to encourage participation.
By contrast, dunng the summer grants, the costs were close to zero, negating any
.concern for th‘e difference between innovation and the status quo, thus sustaining the
high level of m‘t’érest and part1c1pat10n. Inasmuch as the maJQnty of the respondents

T £ in this study mdicated a-much higher importance should,be givan to instructional

“
-

development in the’ dec1smns about ‘tangibleé rewards, then it would bs predictable
from the model and cons1stent with experience, "that instructional ef:corts under the

_regular year g fog'ra.m would be affectéd adversely, and the summer;prog'ram grants
wou.ld continue to prove attractlve.

There is an expectatlon at ISU, as e*cpressed in some of the responses to the

: open-encled quesuons,..rhat instructional improvemeént is a profess1onal obligation:

- independent of the cost-reward ratio. -Good teachers, which most of the faculty were

. said to be by. the chalrpersons, .are expected to improve their instruction withoutre-

gard for unusual cqmpensation. Thus, IDP grants'are facilitative and do not represent
- “evidence of unusual contributions to teaching.. As sta.ted by Some,. the IDP grants .~
represent an institutional validation in addition to the financial'and phys1caf resources .
,needed to implement an idea for the improvement of instruction.. Consistent with this :
interpretatmn was the high percentage of faculty who identified "nersonal satisfaction
from ‘a job well done'" and "mcreased effectiveness as a teacher" as rewards outs1de ,
.the formal reward structure havmg high or very high personal importance. For these
faculty, it is tempting to speculate that the IDP program is important because it _

responds to-a personal-professmnal need to teach well regardless of sa.lary, pro- ..
motion, or tenure. L T :

s However,” for the magonty of the faculty, it appears that if instructlonal
development efforts are to be given greater salience in the reward system at Illinois
State, there is a need to reconsider the value of instructional development activities
and outcomes. In the present system, the only meamng'fu.l formal rewards are pro-
motion and tenure. Inasmuch as promotion and tenure are based largely on the
quantity and: qualtty of scholarly productivity, then it follows that instructional develop—
ment should affect these decisions if it is to have any reward value. To do this under
‘the present system, it must be made possible to include.the preparation of slide-tape
_. bresentations,’ _videotapes, self-instructional units; course design, curriculum re- -
-visions and the like as legitimate forms of scholarly productivity. Pubhcat1ons about
instructional development should be encouraged however, the activities.and products
should be made acceptable a.lso.

TN
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Although this change in des1g'nat1on and functlon of mstructional development

"actng.tles vis-a-vis the rewaid system may be dppropriate for Ilinbis State where

teaching is central to the mission of the University, the change also creates a signifi-.

cant problem for the APT process. In the past, evidence of teaching effectiveness:

- submitted to the APT committees included some or, dll of the following: examina- - T
tions and course syllabuses developed during the year, desor1pt10ns of instructional

‘ deve10pment activltles, administrators'.and graduates' ratings, personal data,

~ teaching reputation reports, departmenta.l involvement, amount of student contact,

-and grading procedures. Student ratings of all faculty were required also. Thus, if -
all forms of instructional development activities and outcomes were excluded as evi-
dence of teaching merit, greater emphasis may be given to student, colleague, and -
administrators' ratings which--especially the student ratings--are already a source
‘of serious concern for the faculty. To exacerbate this cencern by the exclusion of

'_mstructlonal development ev1dence may be um'ea.hstlc.

A.n obvious solution is the development of a reliable, vahd efﬁc1ent and
acceptable method of measuring teaching effectiveness. If this were to occur, it- '
would obviate the need for ratings and other indirect data. . Unfortunately, the history . =
of research on teaching effectiveness suggests this is not likely to occur in the o
foreseeable future esplte the best efforts of many dedicated psychometnc1ans.

The dllemma is clear. On one hand, mstructmnal development act1v1t1es
have no impact on the reward system and, therefore, declme as long as the activities
are considered evidence of teaching merit. On the other hand a redefinition of i Jn-.
structional development activities may give greater weight to ratings which are un-
acceptable to maay of the faculty ds evidence of teachmg eﬂect1veness.

It'is tempting, althou,:,h somewhat nihilistic, to suggest that a decreased rather
than an increased concern for the assessment of teaching effectiveness may be an
appropriate solution at [linois State and ‘similar institutions. This suggestion appears
to be consistent with the apparent trend toward across-the-board salary increases,
collective bargaining, and the perception that a high percentage of the faculty are
excellent teachers already. If the improvement of teaching is a professional obligation '
which does not result in unusual recognition in the assessment of teaching eﬂectlveness,
then perhaps the assessment of teaching per se may not require unusual attention either
at the present time, thus resolving the dilemma. Instructional development activities .
could be rewarded and encouraged as they affect promoticn and tenure dec1s1ons, which
" in turn would positively affect the quality of instruction.

L4 .

Altnough this study was not designed to test a hypothes1s that the viabiiity of
‘instructional development programs are contingent on an efféective rewa.d system,
the data from this study tend to support such a proposition. Nor was the study intended
to be applicable to other institutions; however, it is believed the results could £ gen-
eralized to other institutions in which similar reward systems exist. L e

- .. ‘:{'
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will begin to devote more of their energy to publlcatlons rather than the improyement
oof instruction. Although successful teaching {s a necessary condition for px

This dlscussmn was not intended to suggest that the concern for the quahty of
teach.mg or its improvement has assumed a lesser importance at Illinois State; how-
ever, -assuming tie economic consumer ‘model of man, it is predictable that a large
percenta.ge of the faculty, espec1a11y at the assistant and associate professor levels

tion
and tenure—-the two viable formal rewards ava11ab1e—-1t is not sufficient. Thus, it

‘appears that a reassessment of the importange of instructional development efforts
_is important if the University is to retain its' tradrtlon and reputation as a superior

instructional institution. ‘

3 REFERENCES ;

Deci, Edward L., Intrinsic m0t1vat10n New York Plenu.m Press, 1975.

Gaif, Jerry G., Toward faculty renewal. San Fra.nc1sco. Jossey—Bass, 1975

House, Ernest R., The pohtlcs of educatmnal innovation. Berkeley McCutchan,
T 1974. 5 . i - _
Trow, Martm. , Methodological- problems in the evaluation of innovation. In P
M. C. Wittrock (Chm.) Symposium on prcblems in the evaluation of '
mstrucuon. Center for the Study of Evaluation, Umvers1ty of Cahforma,

> '~'Los Angeles, CSE Report 31, 1969.

-

[



TABLE 1

Description of Respondents
Respondents Population s .
- .. Number Percent- . Percent
College - . L T |
L ‘Applied Science & Technology = - 62 17 16
- . Arts and Sciences 178 49 - 46
Business L 28 - . 8 10 -
Education - .83 - 18 16
e . Fine Arts - 29 '8 13
Total 360 ‘1000 . 100 o -
_ Professor . _ . - . 105 29 19
. . Associate Professor ¢ o 81 - - 23 . - 20 -
~ Assistant Professor - 137, ° 38 .41
R . Other (LectuTer, Istructor, ™ ‘. : : ) x
Faculty, Assistant) o 3T 10 -2
| ~ Total = 360 100 - 100 - .
.. FundedbvIDP .~ S ’
~ Yes o 133 3T '
No . 227 63
Total 360 106
' E
_ L S
.: V . i ‘) —~— © . ~
‘ & - -




. This dlscussxon wads not mtended to suggest that the concern for the qua.hty of .
tea"h.mcr or its improvement has assumed a lesser importance ‘at Illinois State; how- |
ever ‘assuming the econémic consumer model ‘of man, itis nrechcta.ble that a large
percentage of the facultv eepec1a11\ at the assistant and assouate professor levels
will begin to de\ ote more of theéir energy to pubhc1t10ns rather than the improvement
‘of instruction. Althou“rh successful teaching is a necessary condition for promotion
.and tentire--the two viable formal rewards available--it is not sufficient. Thus, it
appears that a reassessment of the importance of instructional development efforts

is 1mporta.nt if the University is to retdin its tradition and reputa.tlon as a superior
. instructional institution. B .
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TABLE 1
y . Description of Respondents
) Respondents Po'gulation
Number . - Percent -Percent
_College , § S S
-7 Applied Science & Technology - 62 . 17 15
Arts and Sciences > - 178 49 - - . 46
‘Business . . 28" 8 - .10
~ Education = . 63 18 o 16
7. Tine Arts . 29 8 13,
“Total 360 100 - 100
" - L e [N
Rank - T T g :
© ° Professor \ - .15 29+ 19
’ Associate Professor o > 81 .23 - 20
h . Assistant Professor ~ R 38° . 41
Other (Lecturer, Instructor, L s
, Faculty Assistant) < . 37 ' _lo %
| . Total 360 _ . 1007 . - 100 -
. Funded by IDP - . . C % ’
Curoy o Yes : 133 - 37
. No ‘ ' . 2_2_1 B -———-63
Total 360 . *100
- o
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| | TABLE 2
" ’Percentage of Respon hts Indicating Importance that IS and SHOULD BE Placed
on Instructional Development in Making Salary, Promotion, and Tepure Decisions

-1

. . . . . B . .
' o . Noor Low -Medium Highor Very -
Items : -~ .Importance Importance High Imp. ' Mean SD
’ (tor2) .. (8 -  (4ors) - - ’
: What'importaﬁce IS placed. on
instructional development in ‘ _
decisions regarding * a AR - o -
. 1. Salary Increases » . 40% 45% 15% 2.70 . 83
. " 2. Promotion in Rank 49. . 38 13 2.51 .89 .
' 3. Granting of Tenure’ - 53 . = 34 13 2.45 .90
© Whatimportance SHOULD BE . o
. placed on instructional develop- ~ = . . o ’
ment in decisions regarding . : " . . :
1. Salary Increases - 6% - 40% - '54% 3.54 .81
.~ 2. Promotion in Rank 1 - 42 Y - 3.42 .85
. 3. Granting of Tenure 16 : 39 45 3.3¢ - .96
B - o
e iy
o ‘
r
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A - ~ . ° TABLE2 . .o

Percentacre of Respopdenfs Lndlcatmcr Importance that IS and SHOULD BE Placed.
‘ on’Inst*uctlonal Dev elopment m"\/Iakmcr Salary, Promotion, and Tenure Decisions

. \ .
‘ “No or Low " Medium - High or Very )
Items = " Importance’ Importance Hish Eur.  Mean  SD
L - (lor2) (3 - (4 or 5
*- . . - - =y

What importcnce 1S placed on _ _
instructional development in . ' -
‘decisions regarding . o S S

‘1. Salarv Wicreases . 40% 45% 15% 2.70 .83

2, Promo'ion in Rank - 49 : 38 .13 2.581 . .89

3. Granting of Tenure 53 ~ = .34 .~ 13 2.15 .90

" What rmportance SHOULD BE

placed on iastructional develop-
ment in A _cisions regarding - ‘ CoE .

. 1. Salary Imreases : 6% 40%: - 545 3.5¢ .81

_2. Promotion in .iank . 11 - 42 o4t ~.47 .85

3. Grantmcf of Tenure .16 - - 39 C 45 2034 .96
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TABLE S - | -

'Q‘,

Regression Results: SALDISC PROMDISC and TENDISC a8 2 function of RANK COLLEGE, TENURE and I]}P Variables

| ; : .' Raw Regressmn Welghts (I‘-values given in- parentheses) | / L
* Dependent . |Rank . Rak Col Col . Col Col SN / \ o
alable - Consh, . [ASSOC ~ ASST AST - BUS ED. . FA Tewwe DP| R R

. ..-—N'_"-—-.’-. -
i
e [ \

Pl Model | S L .
~ “SARDISC TR R S Y P " SNSRI IUNPPE Y
S C g9y 66y (0 (00 (LE) BE) (4 (10.29 |

. PROMDIC 28 .4 W74 05 el 75 08 8 LMo
R L70) @300 (1) . (.28) (59) (159 - (.30) © (9.9) -

TENDSC . 0 B0 64 VORISR RN - S Y 08
. .95 (4.2 () (5 (84 (.88 (09" o4y T

Stepwise Results S . I
- skLDISC . ,.%6 280 85 . Y B - IO
o pa ey ey e e
CopowDsC 8 & 88 @ Bl |
e SR (A0 iy
~ TENDISC | 48 290 80 300 LB 08
o e o ,; '(1.7'0), cooeny s
. ' A\ ) ' } : ° ‘\. .
" NOTES: (1) All Muitiple R's are statistically significant: p <. OE" | \ y
’ @ Tabled F-values for df 1,200: P 278 p<. 10 -
| » 3.89 PY. 05

, F 6,76 p < .01
- (3) Listwise deletion was used for handling missmtT data, thus the actual mimber of cages used in

the analysis was 300. =«
(4) The order of entry of the independent variables for each of the three dependent vanables was the

. sime; (1) RANK ASST, () IDP, (3) RANK ASSOC, (4 COLFA. . - >y
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 TABLE 4 - L

N

Results Pertaining to Rewards Outside the Formal Reward Structure

Percentage of Faculty Bercentage of Faculty
o Indlcatmg HIGH or VERY Indicating the Reward
- Reward .. HIGH Per sonal Importance Was Actually Reahzed1
: ' : ' of the Reward
& Personal sat1sfact10n from - 96% e -84% ' .
a job well done - o : L , L -
Increased etfectweness asx 91" . . 84
a teacher S ' _ S '
Given .preferer’ice regarding =~ 51 SR T 45
. your teaching assf@ment' ’ . ) - :
, izisem of your colleag.les | 49 7 ' -7 65
Opportum’qr Tt pu‘*heatlon ::"-‘.45 ST T © 43 . .
Reduced't\eachmg‘ load . - 39 ° R 21
Opportumty for presentatmn at 37 .. 40
- a'national or state conferénce ' e e TR
Natmna.l recogmtmn for y% 37 , | 31
_professional work ' '
Travel funds . o © 33 22
~ Having a teachin‘g assistant =~ - + 25 C ' 30
. Increased opportumty to act . - 23 . - 36
-asa consulta.nt : - I
Letter of recognition from the 14 - 14

- college dean ’ e

. The percentages reported for this category are the combined percentages of- - ——
faculty responding Generally or Deﬁmtel;a.Yes to thequesﬁon of whether or not the
___reward-was- received: .

Note: Rank order correlatlon between the two columns of percentages was . 84

,r
N



' TABLE 5 - ST e
0 Merat “Ratings for Teaching, Schelarship and Sefvi_c,e_ by Academic Year
Vv S e Tt e ' ! .

—
. ) . M . " i . . 4 s \
—r ya - =

- Percent of Faculty R_eceivinQ Ratings of
e ""Consideranle’ or “Unusual" Merit
~ "Academic Year - ' Teaching - _Scholarshin _ Service
1972-73 . 719.3% 58.4% . _$6.5%
. h ' ’ * ' " .. A T : .. .. .
1973-74 . §6.0. 62.2 76.2
© 197475 . . < . 89.4 . . 60.9. 81.3 |
1975-76 . - . 90.8 . = -86.8" - - . 844 "
¢ . ,//“’: !
. s .
(N v \\& « »
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“ © TABLE 6

Me‘rit' Ratings for Teaching, Scholarshlp and Sernce b 7 College and Ra.nls.
1 75-76 Academic Year

e LI o

o . _ Percent of Facultj Receiving Ratings of
e . ‘ .. "Considerable'" or "Unusual' Merit
College and Rank - Teaching  Scholarship .  Service

<

sArts & Sciences

.o

Proféssor (N = 84). 85.7 70.2 86.9
- Associate Professor (N = 95) - 85.3 . 72.86 - 82.1
. Asst.. Prof. and Instructor (N = 108) 85. 8 60.4 oT7.4

_ Applied Science and Technology .
Professor’(N = 22) o
‘Assogcizte Professor (N = 23)
-Asst. Prof. and Instructor (N = 41)

Btlsmess v
- e
- Professor (\I =6) . - - =
Associate Professor (N = 12)

"."‘_‘ Ass,i‘starrt'l?rofessor (N.= 17)
. o
fc‘lucatlon o .
Profassor (N=35 ° - .

As.aocmte Professor (N = 24).
» . Asst. Prof. afid Instruc‘ror XN = 44)

“Fine Arts
Professor (N = 17)
-Assoc,ia;;"Proféssor ~N= 27)
Ass1st..nt Professor N = 31)

Univérsity Bv Rank. . L ,
Profegsor (N'= 184) . } C90.2 - TQT -90.2
AsBociate Proféssor- (N = 184) 90,2 _ ( oy S 87.5
Asst Prof. a.ndInsuructor (\ = ‘768) 91.¢ . 56.T ©76.5
. University (Tota_) N = 616) L ~90.8 66.8 . 8'3.4%‘ .
- - . - . , ‘. ‘ :- ..
: . ‘ - -] o
- ')’\.\\‘, - -

s, . » ~ .




